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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 12 January 2004 has been entered. Claims 85-91 
are added. Claims 1-30, 47-50 and 83-91 remain pending for examination. 

Examiner discusses the limitations of claims 85-91 in the following rejection. 

Specification 

2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because (Fig. 2) should not be in the same 
page as the Abstract (page 95). Appropriate correction is required. 



3. Applicant's arguments filed on 12 January 2004 with respect to claims 1-30, 47-50 and 
83-91 have been fully considered but, have been found persuasive only to the extent that the 
prior art of record does not specifically teach the limitations "that the relationship (between 
entities) are associated with a historical period of validity, as required claim 1 ." However, 
Hancock discloses such limitations. 

Applicant(s) stated that on page 25, (dated 27 June 2003) with respect to claim 84 have 
been fully considered but, have been found persuasive only to the extent that the prior art of 
record does not specifically teach the limitations "as a processor running through a list of entity 



Response to Applicant 9 Remarks 
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records in a hierarchical structure in order to determine a list of requester operational records, 
and then subsequently changing the hierarchical level at which to search through entity records if 
the requested operational records could not be found at the first hierarchical level." However, 
Hancock discloses such limitations. 

Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-30, 47-50 and 83-91 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Pat. No. 5,617,567 issued to (hereinafter "Doktor") in view of US Pat. No. 5,504,879 
issued to Eisenberg (hereinafter "Eisenberg"). 

As per claims 1, 47 and 83, Doktor discloses a data processing system comprising a data 
storage device and a processor programmed to read data from, and write data to, said storage 
device (thus, the database system comprises a central processing unit which is operatively 
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coupled so as to be controlled by an access control program 120d stored in a first memory means 
120, read-only-memory or random access memory; see col. 8, lines 5-10), in which said storage 
device stores: multiple operation records each storing data relating to one or more historical 
operation involving at least one entity (thus, table may be used to define a continuously 
expandable backbone with supports various relationships between various entities instances; see 
col. 27, lines 62-64), each said operation record comprising data recording the operation (thus, 
each of these answer is recorded as a paired set of an entity class number and an entity instance 
number, in response the entity storage means then produces detailed information from the 
referenced entity instance tables; see col. 33, lines 1-8), each said entity being an identifiable 
thing within a business or other undertaking to which information resulting from a transaction, 
measurement or other such assignment can be related (thus, each of these bubbles is referred to 
as an 'entity type' or 'entity class 1 the 'customer' entity class generically covers all entities which 
might fit under the broad descriptor 'customer' regardless of whether that entity is a natural 
person, a business corporation, an association or so forth, the 'address 1 entity class covers all 
entities which fit under the broad descriptor 'address' regardless of whether the subject entity is a 
residential address, a business address, a post-office mailing address or so forth, similarly the 
'account' entity class covers all sorts of accounts including savings accounts, checking accounts, 
trust accounts; see col. 17, lines 2-13); and 

b) multiple entity records storing data indicating relationships between said entities (thus, 
storage space is conserved in cases where plural entities of a first type are related to a common 
entity of a second type; see col. 15, lines 27-29). Doktor does not explicitly disclose steps of 
data defining a date associated with the operation, and each said relationship being associated 
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with a historical period of validity. However, Eisenberg discloses the start time is the time when 
the variant is effective for the user installation and the end time is the variant ceases to be 
effective, similarly to the description provided by the specification, page 31, lines 16-18, (see 
Eisenberg col. 13, lines 51-58), and see column 79, lines 4-8. It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combined 
teachings of Doktor and Eisenberg with data defining a date associated with the operation, and 
period of validity. Such modification would allow the teachings of Doktor and Eisenberg to 
improve the accuracy and the reliability of the data processing system, and to provide direct 
versioning of entries in the dbms, with the versioning managed by the dbms to preserve the 
semantic validity of the data in the system, (see Eisenberg col. 2, lines 19-21). 

As per claim 2, Doktor discloses, wherein the processor is programmed to extract output 
data from a subset of said operation records, and to output said output data (thus, all store of 
relational inquires can be answered by starting with a known first instance of a first entity class 
irrespective of whether the class is a head entity class or tail entity class, and searching through 
the relational instance table 730 to locate all relationship instances is a member; see col. 25, lines 
18-30). 

As per claim 3, in addition to claim 1, Doktor further discloses steps of inputting 
instructions defining one or more selected entities for which said output data relates (thus, 
relationships between instances of a primary entity and a secondary entity are thus expressly 
defined by entities in the relation instances table; see col. 7, lines 17-19). 
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As per claims 4 and 7, in addition to claim 1, Doktor further discloses steps of selecting 
said subset using those selected entity relationships (thus, relational database tables are normally 
organized to create implied set and subset relations between their respective items of pre-stored 
information, the elements of the lowest level subsets are stored in base tables and higher level 
sets are built by defining in other tables; see col. 5, lines 36-41). 

As per claim 5, in addition to claim 1, Doktor further discloses, permit analysis of 
operation records anterior to that date as if the current relationship between entities had 
previously existed, (see col. 5, lines 36-41). 

As per claim 6, the limitations of claim 6 are rejected in the analysis of claim 1, and this 
claim is rejected on that basis. 

As per claim 8, Doktor discloses, wherein the processor is programmed to input a change 
from an existing said relationship between entities to a new said relationship (thus, databases 
require similar restructuring every time a new category of information relationships or a new 
type of inquiry is created; see col. 3, lines 43-45). 

As per claim 9, in addition to claim 1, Doktor further discloses to create a record of the 
new relationship (thus, databases require similar restructuring every time a new category of 
information relationships or a new type of inquiry is created; see col. 3, lines 43-45). 
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As per claims 10 and 26, in addition to claim 1, Doktor further discloses an association 
record for each past or present relationship between a pair of said entities (thus, each of these 
answer is recorded as a paired set of an entity class number and an entity instance number, in 
response the entity storage means then produces detailed information from the referenced entity 
instance tables; see col. 33, lines 5-12). 

As per claim 11,12 and 88, the limitations of claims 11, 12 and 88 are rejected in the 
analysis of claim 48, and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

As per claim 13, Doktor discloses, wherein the entity records represent first and second 
successive levels of hierarchy of a product family, (see col. 3, lines 43-45). 

As per claim 14, the analysis of claim 14 are rejected in the analysis of claim 1, and this 
claim is rejected on that basis. 

As per claims 15 and 49, in addition to claims 1, Doktor further discloses use said 
hierarchically higher entity instead of said selected entity in selecting said subset of operation 
records (thus, the elements of the lowest level subsets are stored in base tables and higher level 
sets are built by defining in other tables; see col. 5, lines 36-40). 



Application/Control Number: 09/269,624 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2172 

As per claim 16, Doktor discloses, in which said storage means contains multiple sets of 
said operation records, each said set comprising multiple said operation records, said sets relating 
to different classes of operations and said records within each set relating to different instances 
of the same type of operation (thus, relationships between instances of a primary entity and a 
secondary entity are thus expressly defined by entries in the relation instances table, adding new 
rows to this relation instances table allows for the addition of new relations, adding new rows to 
the table allows for the creation of new classes 'types' of relationships; see col. 7, lines 18-21). 

As per claims 17, Doktor discloses, in which each said operation record contains at least 
one variable data field storing a value of a measure from a range of possible said values for said 
measure (thus, the elements of the lowest level subsets are stored in base tables and higher level 
sets are built by defining in other tables; see col. 5, lines 36-40). 

As per claims 18 and 20, Doktor discloses, in which said storage means further contains: 
c) metadata comprising multiple operation definition records, each defining the format of records 
of a respective said set of operation records (thus, storage space is conserved in cases where 
plural entities of a first type are related to a common entity of a second type; see col 15, lines 
27-29). 

As per claim 19, in addition to claim 17, Doktor further discloses in which each operation 
definition record indicates the units of said measure, (see col. 21, lines 45-49). 



Application/Control Number: 09/269,624 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2172 

As per claims 21 and 50, in addition to claim 19, Doktor further discloses where said 
measure could be derived from alternative said sets, select one of said sets (thus, relational 
database tables are normally organized to create implied set and subset relations between their 
respective items of pre-stored information, the elements of the lowest level subsets are stored in 
base tables and higher level sets are built by defining in other tables; see col. 5, lines 36-42). 

As per claim 22, Doktor discloses, wherein said selection is based at least in part on the 
relative sizes of said sets (thus, since the tables may be expanded as desired by adding new 
entries to empty middle or bottom slots found within them, a lay user can create new entities; see 
col. 28, lines 6-9). 

As per claim 23, Doktor discloses, wherein said selection is based at least in part on the 
relative difficulty of deriving said measure from the data stored in the variable data fields of each 
of said sets, (see col. 28, lines 6-9). 

As per claim 24, in addition to claim 21, Doktor further discloses where necessary, derive 
said measure from a combination of a first value from a variable data field of a record of a first 
set of operation records, and a second first value from a variable data field of a record of a 
second set of operation records (thus, relationships between instances of a primary entity and a 
secondary entity are thus expressly defined by entities in the relation instances table; see col. 7, 
lines 17-19). 
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As per claim 25, the limitations of claim 25 are rejected in the analysis of claims 1 and 
24, and this claim is rejected on that basis. 

As per claim 27, Doktor discloses, wherein said transactions are sales, inventory, or 
purchase transactions, (see cols. 19-20, lines 61-34). 

As per claim 28, Doktor discloses, wherein said processor is programmed to load one or 
more new said operation records into said storage device, (see col. 3, lines 43-45). 

As per claim 29 and 30, in addition to claim 28, Doktor further discloses in which said 
processor is programmed to determine whether said new operation records comply with said 
metadata (thus, storage space is conserved in cases where plural entities of a first type are related 
to a common entity of a second type; see col 15, lines 27-29). 

As per claim 48, in addition to claim 1, Doktor does not explicitly disclose wherein the 
entity records comprise a hierarchical structure, in which at least a first entity record relates to a 
specific entity, and a second to a more generic entity encompassing said specific entity, said 
records including link data linking said first and second entity records whereby to allow said 
processor to traverse said hierarchy. However, Eisenberg discloses step of following sequence 
of events which deals with two entities and relationship between them, the example assumes a 
two level variant hierarchy with two production as the root variant, (see Eisenberg col. 3, lines 
20-32), and see column 24, lines 39-48. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
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in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combined teachings of Doktor and 
Eisenberg with wherein the entity records comprise a hierarchical structure, in which at least a 
first entity record relates to a specific entity, and a second to a more generic entity encompassing 
said specific entity. Such modification would allow the teachings of Doktor and Eisenberg to 
improve the accuracy and the reliability of the data processing system, and to provide a method 
for resolving sources and targets of relationships, (see Eisenberg col. 4, lines 4-6). 

As per claim 84, in addition to claims 1 and 48, Doktor does not explicitly discloses a 
hierarchically higher level entity dimension and to repeat said determination and, in the event 
that all required said operation records relate to said hierarchically higher level, to use said 
hierarchically higher entity instead of said selected entity in selecting said subset of operation 
records. However, Eisenberg discloses step of following sequence of events which deals with 
two entities and relationship between them, the example assumes a two level variant hierarchy 
with two production as the root variant, (see Eisenberg col. 3, lines 20-32), and column 24, lines 
8-48. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the combined teachings of Doktor and Eisenberg with a hierarchically 
higher level entity dimension and to repeat said determination. Such modification would allow 
the teachings of Doktor and Eisenberg to improve the accuracy and the reliability of the data 
processing system, and to provide a method for resolving sources and targets of relationships, 
(see Eisenberg col. 4, lines 4-6). 
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As per claim 85, in addition to claim 1, Doktor further discloses inputting instructions 
defining one or more selected entities for which said output data relates (thus, relationships 
between instances of a primary entity and a secondary entity are thus expressly defined by 
entities in the relation instances table; see col. 7, lines 17-19). 

As per claim 86, in addition to claim 1, Doktor further discloses selecting said subset 
using those selected entity relationships (thus, relationships between instances of a primary entity 
and a secondary entity are thus expressly defined by entities in the relation instances table; see 
col. 7, lines 17-19). 

As per claim 87, Doktor discloses a data processing system comprising a data storage 
device and a processor programmed to read data from, and write data to, said storage device 
(thus, the database system comprises a central processing unit which is operatively coupled so as 
to be controlled by an access control program 120d stored in a first memory means 120, 
read-only-memory or random access memory; see col. 8, lines 5-10), in which said storage 
device stores: multiple operation records each storing data relating to one or more historical 
operation involving at least one entity (thus, table may be used to define a continuously 
expandable backbone with supports various relationships between various entities instances; see 
col. 27, lines 62-64), the first type of data being transaction data (thus, in a first record region of 
the table 130(a) there is provided a first continuous data string which is subdivided to have a first 
string portion; see col. 10, lines 6-9), the second type of data consisting of metadata and data 
associated with at least one entity (thus, storage space is conserved in cases where plural entities 
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of a first type are related to a common entity of a second type; see col. 15, lines 27-29), said 
entity being an identifiable thing within a business or other undertaking to which information 
resulting from a transaction, measurement or other such assignment can be related (thus, each of 
these bubbles is referred to as an "entity type" or "entity class" the "customer" entity class 
generically covers all entities which might fit under the broad descriptor "customer" regardless 
of whether that entity is a natural person, a business corporation, an association or so forth, the 
"address" entity class covers all entities which fit under the broad descriptor "address" regardless 
of whether the subject entity is a residential address; see col. 17, lines 2-13). Doktor does not 
explicitly disclose both said metadata and said data associated with at least one entity having a 
historical period of validity. However, Eisenberg discloses the start time is the time when the 
variant is effective for the user installation and the end time is the variant ceases to be effective, 
similarly to the description provided by the specification, page 31, lines 16-18, (see Eisenberg 
col. 13, lines 51-58), and see column 79, lines 4-8. It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combined teachings of 
Doktor and Eisenberg with data defining a date associated with the operation, and period of 
validity. Such modification would allow the teachings of Doktor and Eisenberg to improve the 
accuracy and the reliability of the data processing system, and to provide direct versioning of 
entries in the dbms, with the versioning managed by the dbms to preserve the semantic validity 
of the data in the system, (see Eisenberg col. 2, lines 19-21). 



Application/Control Number: 09/269,624 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2172 

As per claim 89, in addition to claim 84, Doktor further discloses the steps of 
instructions; locating one or more selected data from selected classes of entity corresponding to 
said instructions (thus, relationships between instances of a primary entity and a secondary entity 
are thus expressly defined by entities in the relation instances table; see col. 7, lines 17-19). 

As per claims 90 and 91, the limitations of claims 90 and 91 are rejected in the analysis 
of claims 18 and 87, and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Nochur et al. US Patent No. 5,835,758 relates to method and system for representing, 
storing, processing and communicating various conceptual and physical entities. 
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CONTACT INFORMATION 



6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jean B Fleurantin whose telephone number is 703-308-6718. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, BREENE JOHN E can be reached on 703-305-9790. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 




March 24, 2004 




